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Leidy, Robert

From: Blaine, Marjorie E SPL <Marjorie.E.Blaine@usace.army.mil>
Sent: Sunday, March 16, 2014 8:18 PM
To: Kathy Arnold; Brian Lindenlaub
Cc: Goldmann, Elizabeth; Leidy, Robert
Subject: Comments to March 6 submittal (UNCLASSIFIED)
Attachments: Technical Memorandum 3_17_2014.docx

Classification: UNCLASSIFIED 
Caveats: NONE 

Kathy 
 
Attached are my comments to the latest submittal.  Thanks very much! 
 

Marjorie  
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Technical Memorandum 
Corps comments to Rosemont HMMP Implementation Plan Summary dated March 6, 2014 
March 17, 2014 
 
History of Mitigation Concepts for Sonoita Creek Ranch 


• Corps requested RM investigate the potential to reestablish historical SC flows in the agricultural 
field.  After consideration by RM’s consultants, it appeared it could not logistically be 
accomplished. 


• Potential for AGFD ILF at SCR.  Subsequently, meetings held with AGFD regarding their proposed 
implementation of mitigation at SCR. 


• EPA and Corps did not believe the AGFD would provide compensatory mitigation to offset 
impacts to functions/services of WUS at mine. 


• WL proposed a modification of the AGFD proposal for PR mitigation; however, this modification 
also did not appear to be adequate and had the same issues as the AGFD proposal. 


• Corps requested RM determine if the existing SC banks could be removed to allow the creek to 
overtop banks in higher than normal events and reestablish braids and riparian habitat in 
overbank.  In addition, Corps asked if there was potential to remove berm and swale on east 
side of property so existing washes could reestablish flows across ag field. 


• WL reported it would be difficult to remove the banks of existing SC due to the distance 
between channel bottom and bank in many locations (ag field significantly higher than channel 
bed).   


• Corps asked if RM could once again look at possibility of reestablishing historical SC flows in the 
ag field.  The request was not specifically for design of a trapezoidal channel. 
 


General Comments 
• At the current time, the proposed mitigation is not compliant with the 2008 Mitigation Rule.   


Please be sure that all requirements for permittee responsible mitigation in the MR are 
addressed. 


• As we discussed in the 3/12/2014, the Corps does believes the  benefits to the aquatic system 
from the adjacent riparian/upland areas are limited to a defined area; after discussions within 
the Regulatory Division and based on CRAM determinations in CA, we believe that for 
ephemeral systems in AZ, generally, the contributory zone outside the OHWM would be limited 
to 50’ on either side of the channel from the OHWM towards the riparian/upland.  This area 
would be considered as “buffer” for the proposed mitigation. 


• The plan spends too much time justifying RM’s calculation of the SPD Mitigation Ratio Checklist 
ratios.  The Corps has provided RM with the appropriate ratios based on our team’s discussion. 


• We incorporate, by reference, EPA’s comments dated February 25, 2014; EPA’s concerns should 
be addressed in detail. 
 


Comments 
 Sonoita Creek Ranch 


• Please confirm the status of the $1,000,000.00 granted to AGFD to purchase SCR by FWS under 
the Cooperative Endangered Species Conservation Fund 


• Please document the statement “is under threat of subdivision development”.  What 
documentation is there of this or is it just assumed? 







• Please document the amount of water actually delivered to SCR for the last ten years; please 
confirm by providing a letter from ADWR as to whether a change of use will be required to use 
the Monkey Springs water for other than irrigation. 


• Please document the statement and signficance that this provides a wildlife connectivity 
corridor between Canelo Hills and the Santa Rita Mountains; please provide a map showing both 
Canelo Hills and SR Mountains and location of the corridor. 


• The document states there are 115 acres of ag field; the proposed mitigation states the 
constructed channels will encompass 33 acres (top of bank to top of bank) including tributaries 
from the east.  The document also states that 97 acres of riparian habitat will be provided in the 
ag fields.  However, the numbers don’t add up.  97 + 33 = 130, not 115 acres. (Please note there 
are two references to the amount of habitat provided in the ag fields; pg 7 states 97 but page 8 
states 53 acres of sacaton-dominated riparian habitat will be rehabilitated in the ag field.   


• The Corps does not believe that recruitment of mesquite will establish a mesquite bosque in the 
ag fields.  Please provided specific documentation. 


• What is the composition of the ag field soils? 
• How will tributary channels be reestablished? 
• On page 7, what is meant by “existing ephemeral features will be reestablished by directing high 


flows in the constructed channels through them”.    
• What benefit is there to using excess cut to add to the ag fields or around the ponds which seem 


to function fine without it. 
• The Corps disagrees that there will be any rehabilitation of the channelized SC by “normalizing 


flows”.  We do not agree to accept that as rehabilitation mitigation. 
• The Corps disagrees that fencing to exclude cattle results in restoration (rehabilitation).  Instead, 


it would be consistent with enhancement.  Please provide documentation of the enhancement 
afforded to SCR WUS by fencing uplands around the perimeter. 


• What benefit is there to lining the ponds?  We believe they should be left unlined to provide 
stated enhancement. 


• What is the documentation as to the previous channel morphology that you are trying to 
replicate and state existed within the SC floodplain originally?   


• Since we aren’t using the RSRA and there was no baseline, it isn’t appropriate to site scores for 
functions. 
 
Fullerton Ranch 


• Please provide the citation indicating Pima County believes the Altar/Brawley Wash drainage 
plays an important role in aquifer recharge in Tucson and how does Fullerton Ranch, located in 
headwaters, contribute to this? 


• In addition to the requirements from the MR, please provide  substantiation of the claim that 
fencing will result in a vast improvement on the aquatic ecosystem at Fullerton. 


• If any physical construction is proposed within WUS to “restore” functions, it must be well 
documented that the washes actually require restoration and that a lift would actually be 
provided.  Just constructing check dams or bank stabilization may not be needed or may not 
result in habitat restoration. 


• Please provide a renegotiated agreement with AGFD modifying the clause regarding Fullerton 
Ranch.  If Fullerton Ranch is documented as a MR parcel which may be used for enhancement, 
the Corps will require a Corps-approved CE or RC and will not likely be open to recreational uses, 
hunting, etc. 


 







Davidson Canyon Parcels 
• As discussed in our 3/12/2014 meeting, Davidson Canyon Parcels 1 (Mulberry), 2 (Barrel), 4 


(DC/Questa), 5 (lower DC), and 6 (lower DC) do not comply with the MR for preservation found 
at 33 CFR 332.3(h).  All of the above parcels will be either impacted by groundwater drawdown 
(DC 1 and 4) as they are in the 5’ groundwater drawdown zone or they (DC 2, 5, 6) are within the 
DC area of stormwater reduction/indirect effects . 


• DC Parcel 3 may be considered for preservation credit with ratios calculated under the SPD 
Mitigation Ratio Checklist. 


 
Pantano Dam Parcel 


• As discussed in the 3/12/2014 meeting, the Pantano Dam parcel does not provide any mitigation 
benefits unless RM is able to establish the baseline functions in the upstream area of impact 
which will mitigated, identify baseline functions in Pantano Wash, establish performance 
standards and success criteria, provide a robust monitoring program, identify contingencies 
especially if the baseflow (which has been diminishing) continues to diminish, provide financial 
assurances, etc. 


• The Corps also has concerns about the operation of the MUSF and how it applies to providing 
compensatory mitigation. 


 
WET ANALYSIS COMMENTS 


• Please provide documentation regarding the number of times (frequency) and flow Sonoita 
Creek has overtopped its channel at the entrance road and in “additional low-capacity reaches 
downstream of the area occupied by the agricultural field”.  How was it determined what the 
flow is that overtops these areas? 


• Has WET visited the site?  This should be imperative if WET is doing a proposed restoration 
project design. 


• Is there more potential to design a more natural reestablishment of Sonoita Creek through its 
historical flow path?  The trapezoidal constructed channels with braids are questionable as to 
providing a net gain. 


• Please provide documentation of the frequency and flow at which currently channelized SC has 
topped its banks and flooded the ag field. 
 





